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REPLY BRIEF 

This reply brief is being filed in response to the Examiner's answer dated September 7, 

2007. 

As stated in MPEP 2111, during patent examination the pending claims must be given 
their "broadest reasonable interpretation consistent with the specification." MPEP 8 th Ed. 2111, 
p. 2100-46. There are thus two limitations on the manner in which the Examiner may interpret 
the claims: (1) the interpretation must be -reasonable" and (2) the interpretation must be 
"consistent with the specification." Jd, 

The Examiner's nosition 

The Examiner did not interpret the claim language and has not taken a definitive position 
as to how the claims of this application should be interpreted. Rather, the Examiner has taken 
multiple positions as to how Becker may be interpreted to anticipate the language of the claims 
of this application. The Examiner helpfully summarized these multiple ways of interpreting 
Becker in the last paragraph of page 19 of the Examiner's Answer. For convenience, this 
paragraph is reproduced below: 

There are multiple ways to interpret the map, nodes, and interconnected 
lines of Becker in which to read upon claim 21. The map itself may be the 
background image with either all the nodes and/or all. the interconnected lines as 
the foreground image, the background nodes with/without the map may be the 
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background image with the foreground nodes as the foreground image the 
1 nes 8 witbywitbout the map may be the background image *n± he 
foreground lines and/or all the nodes as the foreground image, and aU I the 
Sonnected lines with/without the map may be the background miage wtft aU 
the nodes as the foreground image. Consequently, *id given the broadest ; j most 
reasonable interpretation of their claim language, Becker ,s still considered to 
anticipate claim 21. 

Argument 

The Examiner has not interpreted the claims, but rather has provided interpretations of 
the reference that the Examiner contends anticipate the claims. To determine if the Examiner has 
committed legal error, it is therefore necessary to analyze the various interpretations of the 
reference. If, under each interpretation of Becker, the Examiner was necessarily interpreting the 
claims in an overly broad way when the claim was found to be anticipated under that theory, then 
the Examiner has committed legal error in rejecting the claims over Becker. 

Stated another way, if every theory of anticipation requires the Examiner to interpret the 
claims in a way that is not reasonable or in a way that is not consistent with the specification, 
then the Examiner has committed legal error in rejecting the claims over Becker. 

Applicants have reviewed each of the Examiner's interpretations of Becker. The goal of 
this review was to determine how the Examiner would have had to interpret claim 21 to find that 
claim 21 was anticipated by Becker under that theory. As set forth below, in each instance the 
claim interpretation required to support the Examiner's anticipation rejection would have 
required the claim to be interpreted in an unreasonable way or in a way not consistent with the 
specification. Accordingly, applicants respectfully submit that the Examiner committed legal 
error by implicitly interpreting the claims in an unreasonable manner and in a manner not 
consistent with the specification. Thus, the Examiner's rejection of the claims should be 
reversed. 

The claim language: 

Claim 21 is reproduced below for convenience: 

21. A method for enabling differential visualization on a display of a 
plurality of aspects of a telecommunication network, said method comprising the 
steps of: 
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presenting a background image ^^r^^Tr^ 
aspects of the telecommunication network, said first aspect being a physical 
network topology of the telecommunication ne^o*^ and 

presenting a foreground image representation of at Iwum ° 
Asnecte of the telecommunication network over the background image 
£1 T said second of the aspects being a management view of the 
telecommunication network and being user-selectable. 

As indicated above, rather than interpret the claim language, the Examiner has provided 
four possible interpretations of Becker (Examiner's Answer page 19), and has taken the position 
that claim 21 is anticipated under each of these theories. Although this process is backwards, 
applicants will address each of the Examiner's interpretations of Becker to show that the claims, 
when given their broadest reasonable interpretation consistent with the specification, are not 
anticipated by any of the Examiner's interpretations of Becker. 

ExaniiBga BSS^SB il i SlS «™P ISSS^ ^ the harkpround image wjtb 
tk^n, fr« ™H rS and/o r M thj interconnected lines as the foreground image, 

Claim 21 states that the background image is a representation of the physical network 
topology of the telecommunications network. Applicants clearly distinguish the physical 
network topology of the telecommunications network from a map of the United States in the 
specification. (See Specification at page 11, lines 24-26, and page 17, lines 19-23). Thus, it is 
not reasonable to interpret the term "background image representation of a physical network 
topology" as a geographic map of the United States. Accordingly, if the Examiner is interpreting 
claim 21 in a manner such that the term "background image representation of the physical 
network" is considered to be anticipated by the fact that Becker shows a geographic map of the 
United States, then this interpretation was not "reasonable" and not "consistent with the 
specification." Accordingly, rejecting the claims under this theory of Becker would constitute 
legal error by the Examiner since the Examiner would necessarily need to interpret the claims 
more broadly than reasonable and in a manner that is inconsistent with the specification. 

Exammgrlg r™ ti ™ « 2 - * e background nodes with/without fte map may be 
th» h aft k pround image with t b « foreground ™He« aa the foreground image, 
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Claim 21 recite, that the background image is a first aspect of the tclecornmu^on 
network a*d the foreground image is a second aspect of the telecommunicatton 
claim2l retires that two aspectsof the te^nication network he shown. tf 
i8 interpreting claim 21 in a manner such that the term background image and ^ 
"foreground image" are considered to both be anticipated by different collections of nodes 
(applicants are not conceding that Becker shows two types of nodes), then the Examiner has 
committed legal error by interpreting the claims more broadly than is reasonable. SpeeificaUy, 
under this interpretation the Examiner will have pointed to one feature of Becker and taken the 
position that, by showing network nodes, Becker teaches displaying two aspects of the network 
Accordingly, the Examiner's interpretation of the claims under this theory would be overly broad 
and unreasonable by ignoring the first aspect/second aspect feature of Claim 21. 

Additionally, according to claim 21, one of the aspects to be shown must be the "physical 
network topology of the telecommunication network" and another of the aspects to be shown 
must be "a management view of the telecommunication network" and be "user-selectable". In 
essence, the Examiner has taken the position that some of the nodes shown on the map m Becker 
represent a physical network topology of the network and that other of the nodes shown on the 
map in Becker represent the management view of the network. Finding that both terms were 
shown in Becker thus required the Examiner to equate the two terms. Indeed, it is unclear how 
some of the nodes may be considered to show the physical network topology while other nodes 
are considered to show the management view. All of the nodes in Becker show the location of 
the node. Thus the nodes of Becker show one aspect of the network. Finding that this one 
aspect of the network anticipates both the physical network topology and the management view 
of the network thus necessarily equates these two terms. Accordingly, this interpretation of the 
claims would be unreasonable and inconsistent with the specification. 

Referring to Page 22, Becker discusses the manner in which nodes are displayed. As 
recited in that portion of Becker, the nodes maybe shown using circles or rectangles. The size of 
the circles/rectangles may be adjusted and the color may be adjusted. Becker does not state that 
some of the nodes represent a physical topology and that other nodes represent a management 
view of the network however. Thus, as a factual matter, Becker does not support the Examiner's 
position in connection with this rejection. 
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. , m. u^vcrrwn* lines witb ^thout the map may be 

fore ground image, 

As noted above in connection with the Examiner's position #1, the geographic map of the 
United States may not be considered a network topology. Thus, if this aspects of Becker is 
considered to anticipate claim 21, the Examiner must have interpreted the first limitation of 
claim 21, i.e. the "background image representation of ... a physical network topology of the 
telecommunication network" as being anticipated by the background lines of Becker. Tins 
interpretation is not "reasonable" and not "consistent with the specification". 

The term "topology" is a well known networking term that refers to the actual layout of 
me network. The term "physical network topology" thus refers to the actual physical layout of 
the network. (See Specification at page 1, lines 12-13, "A global network generally consists of 
nodes and links, which describe the network topology...")- Moreover, the common use of the 
term "topology" conveys both the position of the nodes and the interconnectivity of the nodes - 
i.e. how the nodes are connected together. Thus the links are an integral part of the "topology" 
of the network. 

As discussed at some length in the Appeal. Brief, the lines in Fig. 7 of Becker show the 
percentage idle capacity between Chicago and all other nodes on the network, (gec^ Appeal 
Brief at P. 7, second full paragraph). The lines in Becker thus are graphical constructs that are 
generated by Becker's computer program to illustrate the flow of data between two nodes in the 
network. The lines of Becker are unrelated to the actual physical layout of the network and do 
not convey how the nodes are connected together. Accordingly, interpreting the claim term 
"physical network topology" so broadly that it was considered to be anticipated by the lines 
representing the amount of traffic flowing into a parti cular city was legal error, in that it was not 
"reasonable" nor "consistent with the specification." 

position #4: »H the interconnect^ lines with/without the map 
mnv he thee bacWn.mrl image w ith all the nodes as the, foreground tuiaRC, 

In this interpretation the Examiner has once again interpreted the map and the lines as 
being the background image. To consider the claims to be anticipated under this theory of 
Becker, the Examiner would need to interpret the claim term "physical network topology" to be 
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anticipated by the ■» which is no, reasonabie as disced above to connection with the 
Examined position *. A—** ft. Examiner wo„,d need ,0 W *e daun tenn 

.. phy sica> netwo* W * <• * "» *" " ""^ * TT 

^aphical way of Hating how much data is flowing into a par.icn.ar network node. Tins 
interpret wouid no. be rcasonabie as se, M> *°ove in ccon*oon with ft. Exanut*r s 
position #3. Accordingly, one* again the Examiner will have committed legal «. by 
Lerpredng the claims in a manner that was no, "reasonab.e» nor ■Wts.en, wrth me 
specification/' 

Conclusion . 
Applicants respectfully submit that the Examiner has committed legal error ,n rejecting 
the claims of this application hy not interpreting the claims. Additionally, reviewing the several 
theories of me rejections promulgated by the Examiner reveals that, under any possible 
interpretation, me Examiner is not interpreting the language of claim 21 in a manner that , 
"reasonable'' and "consistent with the specification." Independent claims 35 and 44 contain 
limitations similar to those discussed above with respect to claim 21 and are likewi se patentable. 
Accordingly, applicants respectfully submit that the Examiner has committed legal error m 
rejecting claims 21-42, 44, and 46 under 35 U.S.C. 102 over Becker. Accordingly, applicants 
respectfully request that this rejection be reversed. Claims 43 and 45 depend from one of these 
independent claims and, accordingly, are allowable for substantially the same reasons. 

If any fees are due in connection with this filing, the Commissioner is hereby authorized 
to charge payment of the fees associated with this communication or credit any overpayment to 
Deposit Account No. 502246 (Ref: NN-14538). 
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